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Pusuic Law 601, 79TH ConGREss 


The legislation under which the House Committee on Un-American 
Activities operates is Public Law 601, 79th Congress [1946], chapter 
753, 2d session, which provides: 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, * * 


PART 2—RULES OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Rute X 
SEC, 121. STANDING COMMITTEES 
* ” +” = + * * 


17. Committee on Un-American Activities, to consist of nine Members. 
Rue XI 


POWERS AND DUTIES OF COMMITTEES 


* * * * * * * 


(q) (1) Committee on Un-American Activities. 

(A) Un-American activities. 

(2) The Committee on Un-American Activities, as a whole or by subcommit- 
tee, is authorized to make from time to time investigations of (i) the extent, 
character, and objects of un-American propaganda activities in the United States, 
(ii) the diffusion within the United States of subversive and un-American propa- 
ganda that is instigated from foreign countries or of a domestic origin and attacks 
the principle of the form of government as guaranteed by our Constitution, and 
(iii) all other questions in relation thereto that would aid Congress in any necessary 
remedial legislation. 

The Committee on Un-American Activities shall report to the House (or to the 
Clerk of the House if the House is not in session) the results of any such investi- 
gation, together with such recommendations as it deems advisable. 

For the purpose of any such investigation, the Committee on Un-American 
Activities, or any subcommittee thereof, is authorized to sit and act at such 
times and places within the United States, whether or not the House is sitting, 
has recessed, or has adjourned, to hold such hearings, to require the attendance 
of such witnesses and the production of such books, papers, and documents, and 
to take such testimony, as it deems necessary. Subpenas may be issued under 
the signature of the chairman of the committee or any subcommittee, or by any 
member designated by any such chairman, and may be served by any person 
designated by any such chairman or member. 


* + * « * * * 


Rute XII 
LEGISLATIVE OVERSIGHT BY STANDING COMMITTEES 


Sec. 136. To assist the Congress in appraising the administration of the laws 
and in developing such amendments or related legislation as it may deem neces- 
sary, each standing committee of the Senate and the House of Representatives 
shall exercise continuous watchfulness of the execution by the administrative 
agencies concerned of any laws, the subject matter of which is within the jurisdic- 
tion of such committee; and, for that purpose, shall study all pertinent reports 
and data submitted to the Congress by the agencies in the executive branch of 
the Government. 
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RULES ADOPTED BY THE 85TH CONGRESS 


House Resolution 5, January 3, 1957 
* * + * * 


Rute X 
STANDING COMMITTEES 


1. There shall be elected by the House, at the commencement of each Con- 
gress, 


+ * - * + * * 
(q) Committee on Un-American Activities, to consist of nine Members. 
. a * + 7 - + 
Rute XI 
POWERS AND DUTIES OF COMMITTEES 
* * * = * * * 


17. Committee on Un-American Activities. 

(a) Un-American activities. 

(b) The Committee on Un-American Activities, as a whole or by subcommittee, 
is authorized to make from time to time investigations of (1) the extent, char- 
acter, and objects of un-American propaganda activities in the United States, 
(2) the diffusion within the United States of subversive and un-American prop- 
aganda that is instigated from foreign countries or of a domestic origin and 
attacks the principle of the form of government as guaranteed by our Constitu- 
tion, and (3) all other questions in relation thereto that would aid Congress 
in any necessary remedial legislation. 

The Committee on Un-American Activities shall report to the House (or to the 
Clerk of the House if the House is not in session) the results of any such investi- 
gation, together with such recommendations as it deems advisable. 

For the purpose of any such investigation, the Committee on Un-American 
Activities, or any subcommittee thereof, is authorized to sit and act at such times 
and places within the United States, whether or not the House is sitting, has 
recessed, or has adjourned, to hold such hearings, to require the attendance 
of such witnesses and the production of such books, papers, and documents, and 
to take such testimony, as it deems necessary. Subpenas may be issued under 
the signature of the chairman of the committee or any subcommittee, or by any 
member designated by any such chairman, and may be served by any person 
designated by any such chairman or member. 

* ” > + * + + 


26. To assist the House in appraising the administration of the laws and in 
developing such amendments or related legislation as it may deem necessary, 
each standing committee of the House shall exercise continuous watchfulness 
of the execution by the administrative agencies concerned of any laws, the subject 
matter of which is within the jurisdiction of such committee; and, for that 
purpose, shall study all pertinent reports and data submitted to the House by 
the agencies in the executive branch of the Government. 


vi 





SYNOPSIS 


The Kremlin looks upon a summit conference solely as another 
weapon in its program of global conquest, four experts on international 
communism warned in a recent staff consultation with the Committee 
on Un-American Activities. ‘The experts—Dr. David J. Dallin, Dr. 
Anthony T. Bouscaren, Dr. James D. Atkinson, ‘and Mr. Francis J. 
McNamara—declared that in seeking an international conference, the 
purpose of the Soviet Union is not to negotiate peace but to disarm 
the West intellectually and psychologically. 

Dr. David J. Dallin is an author and lecturer, born in Russia and 
educated in St. Petersburg University. He has been in the United 
States 18 years and is now a citizen. He is the author of such books 
as “The Changing World of Soviet Russia,” ‘Soviet Espionage,”’ 
“Soviet Russia’s Foreign Policy,” “Russia and Postwar Europe,” 
“The Big Three—The United States, Britain, and Russia,” ‘The 
Real Soviet Russia,” ‘Soviet Russia and the Far East,” “The Rise of 
Russia in Asia,” and ‘““The New Soviet Empire.” He is now working 
on a treatise entitled “Soviet Foreign Policy Since Stalin’s Death.” 

Dr. James D. Atkinson has been a member of the faculty of George- 
town University in the department of government since 1946, and from 
1950 to 1954 served as director of the special course in psychological 
warfare at the Georgetown University Graduate School. 

Dr. Atkinson has served as a consultant to the Psychological 
Strategy Board, the Operations Research Office, and the United 
States Army, and has lectured in service schools of the Army, Navy, 
and Marine Corps. During the Second World War he served in the 
Military Intelligence Division, United States Army, in the European 
Theater of Operations. Dr. Atkinson is a member of the Advisory 
Board of Directors, Association of the United States Army, and a 
trustee of the American Military Institute. 

Dr. Anthony T. Bouscaren is an associate professor of political 
science at Marquette University, Milwaukee, Wis. He is the author 
of a number of authoritative works in the field of international Com- 
munist operations. Dr. Bouscaren received the Christopher Award 
in 1952 and the Freedom Foundation Award in 1958. He has lec- 
tured at the National War College and leading universities in the 
United States. He is a major in the Marine Corps Reserve. 

Francis J. McNamara was formerly editor of the anti-Communist 
publication “‘Counterattack.” He served in that capacity from 1950 
to 1954. Since 1954, he has been vice chairman of the All American 
Conference to Combat Communism and a member of the editorial 
committee of its monthly publication “Freedom’s Facts Against Com- 
munism.” He is assistant legislative director of the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars, is also the director of VF W anti-Communist activity— 
its American Sovereignty Campaign—and editor of “Guardpost for 
Freedom,” official publication of the VFW American Sovereignty 
Campaign. 
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2 THE SOVIET PROPOSAL FOR A SUMMIT CONFERENCE 


The four consultants appeared as part of a series of studies by the 
Committee on Un-American Activities on the current program of 
international communism. All were in agreement that another 
summit conference would constitute a grave setback for the free world. 

Dr. Bouscaren stated such a conference “‘would have a very bad 
effect on the peoples behind the Iron Curtain. 

“During the 1955 summit conference, photographs were taken of 
the President of the United States and the British Prime Minister 
shaking hands with Bulganin and Khrushchev, and these photographs 
were subsequently distributed throughout the entire Soviet empire 
to give the impression to the people that the United States and Great 
Britain were willing to accept the Soviet dictator as an equal and, 
furthermore, the Soviet press reprinted the statement of the American 
President to the effect that he believed in the peaceful intentions of 
the Soviet leaders.”’ 

Mr. McNamara, in agreement with Dr. Dallin and Dr. Bouscaren, 
declared: “I think one of the main reasons for the summit conference, 
as far as the Soviets are concerned, is to kill whatever hope the 
enslaved people—after what happened in Hungary—have for help 
from the free world. 

“The Soviet Union is attempting to use the free world in a summit 
conference to serve its own ends, to help it crush the resistance of the 
enslaved people, which is a source of worry and fear to the Kremlin. 
A second summit meeting, particularly if it includes no discussion of 
Hungary and the other enslaved nations of Eastern Europe, will go far 
toward convincing these pecple they have been abandoned by the 
wax” ” 

“Communists see this as a retreat on our part, as another great 
victory for them. And we must admit that the current non- 
Communist support for a summit meeting is a tribute to the Kremlin’s 
vastly superior ability in the field of political warfare. With the help 
of its agerits here and in other countries, it has created an atmosphere 
in the West favorable to another summit talk despite the evils which 
resulted from the first one. When we think back to what the feeling of 
the people of the West was toward the Soviet Union about a year and a 
half ago—at the time of the slaughter in Hungary—this is indeed a 
tremendous accomplishment. No wonder it makes the Communists 
proud and confident.” 

He added: “I think it is most important that we keep in mind at 
all times what Communists mean by ‘peace.’ The new Soviet 
Encyclopedia, published in 1955, contains this statement: “To 
eliminate the possibility of war, one must destroy capitalism.’ 

“Tn other words, in the Communist mind there will never be peace 
until capitalism has been destroyed. In the language of the Com- 
munists, every call from the Kremlin for ‘peace’ is, to a Communist, 
a call for further effort to wipe out capitalism.” 

Dr. Atkinson pointed out in addition that ‘“The history of interna- 
tional relations since 1917 certainly reveals a long and rather consistent 
record of broken agreements on the part of the Soviet Union * * * 

“Tt seems to me that, above everything, the leadership of the Soviet 
Union would like to have the kind of legitimacy which is derived from 
sitting down at a conference table with the heads of legitimate govern- 
ments, that is, governments that in the American idea derive their 
just powers from the consent of the governed.” 
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Dr. Dallin declared: ‘“The very next day after such an agreement 
was signed, the legal and military leaders of Russia would be obliged 
to start looking for loopholes in the agreement. 

“In the course of the last 15 or 18 years, the Soviet Union has been 
able to educate a generation, let us say 200, 300, 400 military scientists, 
excellent engineers, devoted to their jobs—not so much to communism 
and terrorism but to their proper jobs, production of better and bigger 
arms, including the newest inventions and perfections. They Tere 
their work; if they are told no more tests, they will continue their 
research and look for a legal way to climb higher and higher. And 
they will find a loophole. There is no treaty without loopholes. 
This will continue until we find a way to check, inspect, and control, 
which is rather far away.” 

The principal propositions that the Soviets wish to discuss at a 
summit are the cessation of all nuclear tests; the withdrawal of 
American forces from the European continent; and the establishment 
of a neutralized Germany. 

With reference to the suspension of nuclear tests the consultants 
pointed out that the net results would be that the United States 
would stop testing, but that within the Soviet empire there would be 
circumvention of the ban on testing. Further, it was pointed out that 
the Soviets fear that the United States, if it continues testing nuclear 
weapons, will make a technical breakthrough and be able to provide 
a defense against present nuclear weapons. 

In regard to the proposition of the creation of a neutral zone and 
disengagements by the military establishments in Central Europe, it 
was pointed out that the Soviet objective is to make it impossible for 
the West to counter any Soviet thrust into Western Europe. 

The consultants unmasked the fallacy that peace can be achieved 
and tensions decreased if the West makes concessions. 

Mr. McNamara stated: ‘The cause of the tension has been the 
unfriendly acts, the crimes committed by the Soviet Union, particu- 
larly since the end of World War II. These have jolted the people of 
non-Communist countries into the realization that they have to take 
steps to protect themselves. That is why NATO was formed. That 
is the reason for the military buildup and all of the other steps that 
we have taken to defend ourselves against communism * * * 

“Tf we understood the Soviet Union better there would be no re- 
laxation of tension. The people would realize even more clearly what 
they are up against. That would not lessen tension, but keep it up 
or increase it. 

“The Soviet Union has a great advantage in this propaganda war, 
especially when it talks about peace, lessening tensions, and so on. 
The cold war must be fought by the people of the Western nations, 
not only by the leaders. It is fought on the other side only by the 
leaders and they have a built-in spur—this desire for world conquest, 
which keeps them driving all the time. 

“This is not true of our side. The people in the Western worid 
are a peace-loving people and they are tired of the cold war. They are 
tired of the tensions and threats and danger. They want to see things 
eased; they want to see itend. They want to go back to their peaceful 
pursuits and they do not want to have to worry all the time. 

“Therefore, every gimmick the Soviet Union throws out in the way 
of stopping atomic tests, disarmament, peaceful coexistence, has a 
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strong attraction for them and it is very difficult for the leaders of 
the Western world to keep the people they represent up at a kind of 
fever pitch in opposition to communism and its blandishments for a 
period of years and years. 

“Tt is against human nature to do that. Your emotions must be 
relaxed now and then and I think that is why, at times, we have these 
periods of appeasement and softness toward communism.” 





WHAT IS BEHIND THE SOVIET PROPOSAL FOR A 
SUMMIT CONFERENCE? 


WEDNESDAY, APRIL 30, 1958 


Unitep States House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
ComMITTEE ON UN-AMERICAN ACTIVITIES, 
Washington, D. C. 
CONSULTATION 


The following consultation with Dr. David J. Dallin, Dr. Anthony 
T. Bouscaren, Dr. James D. Atkinson, and Mr. Francis J. McNamara, 
was held at 10 a. m., in room 226 of the Old House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C., pursuant to the authorization of the Committee 
on Un-American Activities, composed of: 


FRANCIS E. WALTER, Pennsylvania, Chairman 


MORGAN M. MOULDER, Missouri BERNARD W. KEARNEY, New York 
CLYDE DOYLE, California DONALD L. JACKSON, California 
EDWIN E. WILLIS, Louisiana GORDON H. SCHERER, Ohio 
WILLIAM M., TUCK, Virginia ROBERT J. McINTOSH, Michigan 


Staff members present: Richard Arens, staff director, and Helen 
Gittings, staff member. 

Also present: Albert J. Gasdor, notary public and reporter. 

Mr. Arens. This consultation is pursuant to the direction of the 
Committee on Un-American Activities in its series on international 
communism and the international Communist operation of which the 
Communist Party and communism in the United States are a part. 

We are pleased to welcome to the consultation today four eminent 
authorities on international communism. 

At this point, will you gentlemen kindly stand and be sworn? 

Mr. Gaspor. Do you, Dr. David J. Dallin, Dr. Anthony T. 
Bouscaren, Dr. James D. Atkinson, and Mr. Francis J. McNamara, 
swear to tell the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so 
help you God? 

Dr. Daur. I do. 

Dr.t.Bouscaren. I do. 

Dr. Arxinson. I do. 

Mr. McNamara. I do. 

Mr. Arens. I should like at this point for the record to reflect 
a word of biographical data with reference to each of you gentlemen 

Dr. David J. Dallin is an author and lecturer, born in Russia and 
educated in St. Petersburg University. He has been in the United 
States 18 years and is now a citizen. 

He is the author of such books as ‘The Changing World of Soviet 
Russia,” “Soviet Espionage,” ‘Soviet Russia’s Foreign Policy,” 
“Russia and Postwar Europe,” “The Big Three—The United States, 
Britain, and Russia,” ‘The Real Soviet Russia,” “Soviet Russia and 
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the Far East,” ‘The Rise of Russia in Asia,” and ‘‘The New Soviet 
Empire.” He is now working on a treatise entitled, ‘Soviet Foreign 
Policy Since Stalin’s Death.” 

Dr. James D. Atkinson, a native of West Virginia, holds degrees from 
Indiana and Georgetown Universities. He has been a member of the 
faculty of Georgetown University in the department of government 
since 1946 and from 1950 to 1954 served as director of the special 
course in psychological warfare at the Georgetown University Gradu- 
ate School. 

Dr. Atkinson has served as a consultant to the Psychological 
Strategy Board, the Operations Research Office, and the United 
States Army, and has lectured in service schools of the Army, Navy, 
and Marine Corps. During the Second World War he served in the 
Military Intelligence Division, United States Army, in the European 
Theater of Operations. Dr. Atkinson is a member of the Advisory 
Board of Directors, Association of the United States Army, and a 
trustee of the American Military Institute. 

His articles in the fields of international politics and military 
affairs have appeared in Army Magazine, Marine Corps Gazette, 
U. S. Naval Institute Proceedings, and other journals and his article, 
“Must We Have World War III?” has recently been reprinted in 
Germany in a collection of articles entitled ““Seemacht Heute.” He 
has contributed articles to several books, including “Soviet Total 
War.” 

Dr. Anthony T. Bouscaren is an associate professor of political 
science at Marquette University, Milwaukee, Wis. He is the author 
of a number of authoritative works in the field of international 
Communist operations including the following books: 

“Soviet Expansion and the West,” published in 1949; “Imperial 
Communism,” published in 1953; ‘America Faces World Com- 
munism,”’ published in 1954; and “A Guide to Anti-Communist 
Action,’”’ published in 1958. He has contributed articles to the 
Journal of Politics, World Affairs, Modern Age, National Review, 
Saturday Evening Post, U.S. News & World Report, Current History, 
and so forth. 

Dr. Bouscaren received the Christopher Award in 1952 and the 
Freedom Foundation Award in 1958. He has lectured at the National 
War College and ieading universities in the United States. He is a 
major in the Marine C orps Reserve. 

Francis J. McNamara, assistant legislative director of the Veterans 
of Foreign Wars, is also the director of VFW anti-Communist activ ity— 
its American Sov ereignty Campaign—and editor of “Guardpost for 
Freedom,” official publication of the VFW American Sovereignty 
Campaign. 

Mr. McNamara was formerly editor of the anti-Communist publica- 
tion, ““Counterattack.’”’ He served in that capacity from 1950 to 1954. 
Since 1954, he has been vice chairman of the All American Conference 
to Combat Communism and a member of the editorial committee of 
its monthly publication, ‘‘Freedom’s Facts Against Communism.”’ 

He holds degrees from St. John’s and Niagara Universities. He 
served in ranks from private to major in World War II and, until 
1953, held the latter rank in the Intelligence Reserve of the United 
States Army. He was the winner of a 1958 Freedom Foundation 
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Award for a public address analyzing developments in the United 
States Communist Party. 

Gentlemen, the subject under consideration today is, as we all 
know, ‘‘What Is Behind the Soviet Proposal for a Summit Con- 
ference?” As a point of departure in our consultation, may I ask 
this simple question: What is meant by a summit conference? 

Dr. Bouscaren. A summit conference is a meeting of chiefs of 
state. 

Mr. Arens. How does it differ from any other type of conference 
held in international affairs? 

Dr. Bouscaren. Normally, diplomatic conferences are attended by 
foreign ministers or secretaries of state. 

Mr. Arens. Why has the Soviet Union repeatedly, in its public 
pronouncements, called for a new summit conference? 

Mr. McNamara. I think there are a number of reasons for it. 
One is that it could carry on its negotiations for peace and disarma- 
ment, which it claims it wants, through the United Nations. But 
we have learned in recent years that, for one thing, it usually does 
not win there. So it wants to avoid the U. N. in putting forth its 
proposals. 

Just a few days ago it brought charges in the U. N. that the United 
States was threatening peace by its flights over the Arctic region—and 
when it saw how badly it was doing, it just dropped the charges. 
There was a time, too, when the U. N. was a very useful propaganda 
forum for the Soviet Union, but it has not been that recently. - That 
is another reason Moscow wants a summit conference. It could work 
through the U. N. but the U. N. is old hat now, so its proceedings do 
not rate the news coverage and it does not have the value as a propa- 
ganda forum that it had at one time. A summit conference has top 
publicity value. 

Again, of course, a summit conference is a means of avoiding regular 
diplomatic channels. 

Mr. Argens. Why would the Soviet Union want to avoid normal 
diplomatic channels? 

Mr. McNamara. These, too, are not too well suited for its purposes. 
It wants to make a propaganda splurge. Normal diplomatic channels 
preclude that although they, in many ways, are more effective in 
coming to an agreement when there is sincerity on each side. 

This was proved recently by the agreement on cultural exchanges. 
The Soviet Union really wanted those exchanges because it felt certain 
it would gain most by them. It was sincere about them in the sense 
that it really wanted to have them set up, so that Americans would 
be going to the Soviet Union and Russian Communists would be 
coming here. 

Through normal diplomatic channels, therefore, an agreement on 
exchanges was nated at between the United States and the Soviet 
Government. If the Soviet Union was just as sincere on the question 
of disarmament, I am sure that through normal diplomatic channels, 
again, it could make at least some preliminary agreements. 

Mr. Arens. Dr. Dallin, on the basis of your experience and study 
of the Soviet Union, do you perceive any other reason why the Soviet 
Union is anxious for a summit conference? 

Dr. Dauurn. I would mention the following facts: There have been 
only four summit conferences so far in the course of the last 15 years. 
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I mean Tehran, Yalta, Potsdam, and}]Geneva in 1955. Geneva was 
one of the most celebrated, pompous, outstanding events in inter- 
national relations. 

Russia wants now to have a similar conference to attract the atten- 
tion of the world and to underline the fact that in this case Russia 
plays the role of the initiator, the leader, and the most dynamic force 
in world history of our days. 

Dr. Arxrnson. It seems to me this is a part of the overall strategy 
of the Soviet Union for unconventional warfare. It is a device which 
employs propaganda, which employs diplomacy, or rather a perversion 
of dip omacy, in an effort to put the defenses of the West down, to 
lower the guard of the West. 

One might compare the present to the situation in 1927 at the time 
of the League of Nations preparatory conference for disarmament in 
Geneva when Mr. Litvinov, the Soviet representative, issued his 
famous plea for universal disarmament. At that time, this appeal 
gained worldwide attention. 

The conference then being held at Geneva had the center of atten- 
tion of the world. Everybody was looking to Geneva and at that 
time Litvinov launched this famous proposal—the Soviet Union would 
agree to universal disarmament. 

Of course, as a sounding board, this was a tremendous thing at that 
time. At the time of this plea for disarmament, as we know today 
from published documents from the German archives, the Soviet 
General Staff was engaged in close collaboration with the German 
General Staff in warlike preparations, but secretly of course. I think 
we could make a comparison between today and the period of the 
1920’s, namely, that Soviet propaganda for summit conferences or the 
launching of these great propaganda campaigns for universal disarma- 
ment or abolition of nuclear testing, and similar campaigns, seem to be 
tied in with the long-range aspects of Soviet policy which have been 
pursued from the beginning of the Bolshevik regime in 1917. 

In other words, today, 1958, is much like 31 years ago, 1927. Not 
surprisingly, in fact, the Soviet policy in this respect has been very 
consistent. 

Mr. Arens. Gentlemen, thus far you have emphasized the propa- 
ganda benefit which would inure to the Soviet Union by having another 
summit conference. Do you perceive any other benefits which would 
accrue to the Soviet leaders or to the Soviet Union? 

Mr. McNamara. One of the major purposes is to disarm the West 
intellectually and psychologically; to convince not only the West, but 
the whole world, that peaceful coexistence is possible and that the 
differences between communism and freedom can be negotiated, that 
there are no irreconcilable elements, actually, between the free and 
Communist worlds. Of course, the implication of this is that the 
Soviet Union does not believe in violent overthrow of free governments. 

When you have some nations believing in peace and freedom and 
another nation believing in their conquest by force and violence if 
necessary, you have an irreconcilable element between the two. But 
when the Kremlin, through summit conferences, creates the impres- 
sion that we can negotiate and settle everything, then it succeeds in 
undermining the belief of the people of the free world in the important 
truth that Moscow really wants violent overthrow of free governments, 
if that is the only way she can achieve her goal. 
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Mr. Arens. The tenor of your observation is to question the 
good faith of the leadership of the Soviet Union. Does the record 
substantiate you? 

Mr. McNamara. I think there is no question about that. The 
Soviet Union did not live up to the agreements it made, the very 
limited ones it made, at the last Geneva meeting, and it has repeatedly 
reneged on agreements in the past. There have been studies made of 
the thousand-odd agreements made by the Soviet Union since 1918— 
and it has violated nearly every single one of them. 

Khrushchev and his cronies also want to convince the world that 
they are reasonable men, that it is possible to sit down, talk with 
them and come to lasting, amicable agreement on the most difficult 
world problems. 

We have already held one summit conference with them. Why go 
to another unless this is true? The very fact of our going to a second 
summit conference is an implication that negotiating with them is 
— that they are willing to make reasonable settlements and 
ive up to them, that there is no need for great alarm—things can be 
settled by talks. 

Dr. Arxinson. It seems to me that Mr. McNamara has put it 
quite rightly. The history of international relations since 1917 
certainly reveals a long and rather consistent record of broken agree- 
ments on the part of the Soviet Union. 

However, it seems to me, too, to be pertinent to mention a further 
reason why the Soviet Union wants a summit conference. It relates 
to = old English common law idea of coming into court with clean 
hands. 

It seems to me that, above everything, the leadership of the Soviet 
Union would like to have the kind of legitimacy which is derived from 
sitting down at a conference table with the heads of legitimate govern- 
ments; that is, governments that in the American idea derive their 
just powers from the consent of the governed. 

Of course, if Mr. Khrushchev sits down with President Eisenhower, 
the British Prime Minister, and other legitimate heads of government, 
he is achieving a certain amount of legitimacy in the eyes of the people 
inside the Soviet Union and, unfortunately, too, perhaps of the captive 
nations. 

That is, it would seem that there will be a tendency for those 
people to say to themselves, ‘‘Well, the statesmen of the free world, 
the really legitimate leaders who have been chosen by their people, 
are sitting down at the same table with the leaders of the Soviet 
Union. There must be some feeling on the part of these people in the 
free world that the Soviet Union is a lawful government and one 
which will continue indefinitely.”’ 

It seems to me that this will add a certain degree of stability to the 
Khrushchev regime. Khrushchev has obviously been engaged in the 
consolidation of his power and this will be a further factor of im- 
i geirr eye We can certainly take note that Stalin was delighted to 
»e able to sit down at conferences of free world statesmen in the past. 

Mr. Arens. What impact would another summit conference have, 
in your judgment, Dr. Bouscaren, on the people who have been 
subjugated by the Soviet Union? 

Dr. BouscarEn. Such a summit conference would have a very bad 
effect on the peoples behind the Iron Curtain. During the 1955 
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summit conference, photographs were taken of the President of the 
United States and the British Prime Minister shaking hands with 
Bulganin and Khrushchev, and these photographs were subsequently 
distributed throughout the entire Soviet empire to give the impression 
to the people that the United States and Great Britain were willing 
to accept the Soviet dictator as an equal and, furthermore, the Soviet 
press reprinted the statement of the American President to the effect 
that he believed in the peaceful intentions of the Soviet leaders. 

All of this is designed to make clear that the United States and 
Great Britain have forgotten about the captive peoples, recognize the 
Soviet leaders, and recognize the legitimacy of Soviet control of the 
entire Soviet empire. 

Dr. Datu. I agree 100 percent with what was said by Professor 
Bouscaren and Professor Atkinson. I would add only a few words 
which seem important to me. 

The idea of Khrushchev’s government is not only to appear as a 
legitimate government before their own people and the peoples of the 
satellites, but, moreover, to have a reason to claim that all great 
powers in the world recognize Russia’s privilege to rule the satellites, 
to have a conference in which nobody—not even the President of the 
United States—would raise his voice to say a few words about the 
necessity for Hungary, Poland, and the other satellites to govern 
themselves; to have a conference in which the unification of Germany 
is forgotten; to pass over in silence all these problems which are of 
primary importance today. 

This is the main aim of the Soviet Union. I stress the fact that our 
President in this country has not done enough to call attention to the 
two other campaigns conducted simultaneously by Khrushchev and 
his government. 

Never has a Soviet minister used the words “‘status quo” as often 
as Khrushchev is doing now. I am obliged, unfortunately, to read 
every word he says, and in almost every speech there now appears 
this formula, which sounds strange in the mouth of a Communist— 
“status quo’’—as it was so it shall be. Khrushchev goes to Hungary 
and says publicly, and this appears in the press in Russia as well as in 
the world outside of Russia, “If anything happens such as happened 
in October 1956, we shall again move in our troops. Let there be no 
illusions about that.”’ 

The press misquoted him and said that Khrushchev would never 
intervene again. Next day he came back and said, “No, gentlemen, 
we will fight.’’ This is the sense of the summit conference: to leave no 
doubt about Russia’s policy in case of an uprising in any of the 
satellites, and, moreover, to have silent agreement to this on the part 
of the other big powers. 

Mr. McNamara. I agree with Dr. Dallin. I think one of the main 
reasons for the summit conference, as far as the Soviets are concerned, 
is to kill whatever hope the enslaved people—after what happened in 
Hungary—have for help from the free world. 

The Soviet Union is attempting to use the free world in a summit 
conference to serve its own ends, to help it crush the resistance of the 
enslaved people, which is a source of worry and fear to the Kremlin. 
A second summit meeting, particularly if it includes no discussion of 
Hungary and the other enslaved nations of Eastern Europe, will go 








THE SOVIET PROPOSAL FOR A SUMMIT CONFERENCE 11 


> mone convincing these people they have been abandoned by 
the West. 

Still another reason the Kremlin wants a summit meeting is to 
encourage and strengthen its followers in all parts of the world. We 
must remember that the first summit conference was held in answer to 
Soviet demands. For several years prior to 1955, Communists in 
this country and all nations of the world, on orders from Moscow, 
carried on an intense agitation and propaganda campaign for a “Big 
Five Peace Pact,’’ to be arranged at a “Big Five’ summit meet. 
The fifth “big” nation, of course, was Red China. 

The only thing they didn’t get which they were demanding was Red 
China’s participation in the first summit meeting. They were willing 
to forego that, however, for the meeting itself, with the Soviet Union 
playing a top role in it and U. S.-Red China talks after it. 

The drive for the first summit meeting was a Communist success. 
Nothing succeeds like success. It was a powerful morale builder for 
all Communists. 

If the Kremlin succeeds in getting the top Western Powers to 
another summit meeting, it will be demonstrating to its Communist 
adherents everywhere its—and their—great power; for, on its orders, 
again, they have been conducting the same kind of drive for a second 
summit meeting that they waged for the first one. 

For this reason, a second summit meeting will be a booster, a shot 
in the arm, for all Communists. It will help Moscow convince-them 
not only of their power but of the invincibility of their cause, the 
sureness of their ultimate victory. 

This is particularly true because the original United States position 
on summit meetings was that none would be held until the Soviet 
Union had shown good faith in its actions, and not merely in words. 
It did not do this. It was, for example, violating the truce agreement 
in Korea—yet we went to the first summit. 

We have, since the first summit, seen another example of Soviet bad 
faith in its revolting bloodletting in Hungary—yet we are ready to go 
to a second summit. 

Communists see this as a retreat on our part, as another great 
victory for them. And we must admit that the current iat lake 
munist support for a summit meeting is a tribute to the Kremlin’s 
vastly superior ability in the field of political warfare. With the help 
of its agents here and in other countries it has created an atmosphere 
in the West favorable to another summit talk despite the evils which 
resulted from the first one. When we think back to what the feeling 
of the people of the West was toward the Soviet Union about a year 
and a half ago—at the time of the slaughter in Hungary—this is indeed 
a tremendous accomplishment. No wonder it makes the Communists 
proud and confident. 

Mr. Arens. To appraise the possible results of a new summit con- 
ference, gentlemen, would we not do well to pause here a moment to 
give consideration to the results of the last summit conference, namely, 
the conference which was held at Geneva in 1955. 

Do you care to address yourself to that subject? 

Dr. Datirn. I would mention only this fact: When the Geneva 
Conference ended and every thinking person in the West asked, 
‘What did we gain from the Geneva Conference?” many people said, 
“At least, apart from the climate of peace, we have won the promise 
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that Germany will be reunited.’”’ Personally, I was in doubt all the 
time; I never believed that the Soviet Government would agree to 
peaceful reunification and voting in Germany. 

Facts have proved that the doubts were legitimate. Now we see 
that the only gain which allegedly was made proves to be zero. 
Moscow says no, there was no such agreement on the German ques- 
tion and, even if there was, things have changed; three years have 
passed and there is a new situation. 

Mr. McNamara. Every official report on the last Geneva Confer- 
ence completely substantiates what Dr. Dallin said. Senator Mans- 
field, in October 1955, after a trip to Europe, a special study mission 
there, submitted to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee a report: 
“Europe After the Geneva Conference.”’ In this report he summar- 
ized this Nation’s objectives in Europe during the past decade as being 
the development of a secure peace and a strengthening of freedom 
there so that we can live in peace here and safeguard our own freedom, 
and he concluded in his report that it was “uncertain that the Geneva 
Conference on balance has served either of these objectives.”’ 

He added that the Geneva Conference had accelerated trends and 
given impetus to forces ‘which erode the foundations on which real 
peace and the progress of free nations ultimately depend.”’ 

He warned further that conditions on the European Continent were 
such at that time that there was little likelihood that these dangerous 
trends could be reversed “without a relentless effort on the part of the 
Western nations.” 

In other words, we had gotten ourselves into a box at Geneva. His 
views were substantiated by a number of events which took place 
right after the Geneva Conference. As one example, volunteers for 
the West German Army dropped 80 percent within a period of a few 
weeks. That was the horrible result it had on the morale of the West 
Germans. 

Earnest Hoberecht, vice president of United Press in Asia, reported 
in a Tokyo dispatch of July 31, 1955, that, as a result of the Geneva Con- 
ference and the United States-Red Chinese talks, many of America’s 
anti-Communist allies in Asia had ‘reluctantly’? come to the conclu- 
sion that the United States, in spite of its public statements to the 
contrary, was moving closer and closer to recognition of Red China. 

He said that many Asians were suspicious that the United States 
was dealing with the Reds while urging others not to do so. 

The House Foreign Affairs Committee sent two special study 
missions abroad shortly after the Geneva Conference. This is a 
quotation from the report of one of them, the special study mission 
to Europe: 


The two meetings during 1955 at Geneva * * * focused 
attention on one of the critical aspects of United States 
foreign policy. It was apparent everywhere the study 
mission went during its 2 months of travel that there has 
been a great relaxation of tension, apathy, a decided let- 
down in the NATO defense effort, and an alarming rise in 
neutralism. * * * 


This, it reported, was due to the Geneva Conference. It went on: 


* * * in nearly every country * * * government leaders 


[were convinced] * * * the Communist danger had not 
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diminished * * * but that public opinion within [their] 
country has shown an unjustified optimism. * * * There 
were frequent implications that statements of the United 
States leaders last summer had been too optimistic * * * 

Allied unity, the NATO alliance, and the pacts in Europe 
have been weakened to such a degree by the Geneva atmos- 
phere that bold, new, dynamic programs must be devised on 
a crash basis to overcome the gains made by the Soviet. * * * 


Now a quote or two from the report of the special study mission 
that went to Asia: 


The nations of these regions were deeply concerned about 
what appeared to them to be an about-face in the attitude 
of the western powers toward Soviet Russia. They were 
shaken by the apparent readiness of American leaders not 
merely to accept “peaceful coexistence,’ but to strive for 
friendly intercourse with the Communists * * * 

The combined effect of the first Geneva Conference, and 
of the change in Communist tactics, has resulted in the 
growth of neutralism in these regions * * * 

The study mission must reluctantly report that it found 
in many countries profound distrust of both the motives and 
the stability of purpose of the United States. 


All this was a result of the first Geneva meeting. 

Dr. Atkinson. It seems to me that the Geneva Conference had, 
of course, these effects, and that it was designed among other things, 
deliberately by the Soviet Union as a propaganda campaign directed 
to the peoples of the free world. 

The Soviet leadership realizes quite well that public opinion is a 
very powerful force in the United States and Great Britain and in 
other countries of the free world, whereas they are quite aware that 
their own public opinion can be controlled and the thought of the 
Russian public channeled. 

In other words, one of the effects of Geneva which can be measured 
is a lessening of the will of the people of the free world to resist, or a 
sort of sapping of the will to resist further Soviet advances. 

The destruction of the will to resist certainly seems to be a part 
of the general strategy of the Soviet Union. I would like, if I might, 
to introduce a quotation from Adm. Arleigh G. Burke, the Chief of 
Naval Operations, in a speech which he gave before the Executive 
Club of Chicago on January 17, 1958, in which he points out, I think, 
in a very brilliant fashion this whole operation of weakening the will 
of the United States and other free nations. Admiral Burke stated: 


The Kremlin is determined to undermine the unity and 
confidence of the free world. They would like to break up 
NATO and our other alliances. They would like to weaken 
the confidence of our people in their own leaders, in their 
systems, in their institutions, and in themselves. 


Now, I believe that what Admiral Burke is stressing here is—and 
it is certainly one of the central problems of our time—the fact' that 
by this constant propaganda, political warfare, diplomatic maneuv- 
ering, and similar tactics, the will to resist, which is all-important, 
will gradually be sapped so that people will come to believe either 
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(a) we really can cooperate with the Soviet Union; or (6) that we are 
being outmaneuvered by the Communists and hence resistance is not 

oing to be effective—in short, a feeling of futility in the face of the 
Soviet challenge. 

Mr. Arngens. May I interpose at this point a double question; 
namely, Do these proposals of the Soviet Union for a summit conference 
indicate a change in the Communist goal for world domination? Do 
they indicate a true desire on the part of the Soviet Union for this 
concept of peaceful coexistence? 

Dr. BouscarEen. No, there is no change in Soviet policy. Soviet 
policy always zigs and zags to reach its objectives. 

There is the frontal assault tactic as in the invasion of Poland in 
1939, the invasion of Finland in 1939, the reinvasion of Europe in 1944, 
the invasion of Korea in 1950, and there is the tactic of the united 
front or popular front as in the mid-1930’s, associated with the 
peace campaign and the slogan of peaceful coexistence which is the 
present tactic. 

Mr. Arens. Is peaceful coexistence possible with the Soviet Union? 

Dr. BouscareEn. It is the view of Communist leaders throughout 
the world that the Soviet Union must ultimately establish contro] over 
all areas because, until the United States and other anti-Communist 
resistance is eliminated, the Soviet leaders and Communists every- 
where cannot achieve the transition from socialism to communism 
which is the Marxist-Leninist objective. 

What they have now is socialism, but their goal is communism 
and, therefore, in order to achieve their goal of communism, they 
must destroy the West. It is crystal clear that the present Soviet 
leadership has not given up its goal, and Communists are using the 
demand for a summit conference to strengthen their global position 
and to induce the West to make further concessions in the name 
of peace. 

Mr. Arens. Does the Soviet Union desire peace? 

Mr. McNamara. It desires peace according to its definition of the 
word. “peace.” 

Mr. Arens. What is that definition? 

Mr. McNamara. | think it is most important that we keep in mind 
at all times what Communists mean by ‘‘peace.’”’ The new Soviet 
Encyclopedia, published in 1955, contains this statement: 

To eliminate the possibility of war, one must destroy 
capitalism. 

In other words, in the Communist mind there will never be peace 
until capitalism has been destroyed. In the language of the Com- 
munists, every call from the Kremlin for “‘peace”’ is, to a Communist, 
a call for further effort to wipe out capitalism. 

Westerners who are uninitiated in this Communist double-talk will 
frequently accept it as a sincere desire for peace. It is not that at all. 
Lenin in 1917 in his “Tasks of the Proletariat in Our Revolution” made 
an interesting statement. In denouncing social pacifists, he said of 
them: ‘A social pacifist is a Socialist in words and a bourgeois pacifist 
in deeds.” In other words, he is no good, he is not a true “social- 
ist,’? as Communists must be. 
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Then, Lenin went on to explain what bourgeois pacifism was in 


order to make clear the reason for its incompatibility with commu- 
nism: 


Bourgeois pacifists dream of an everlasting peace with- 
out the overthrow of the yoke and domination of capital. 


Again, until capitalism is destroyed, there will be no peace—and any- 
one who believes otherwise is not a true Communist. 

He also said, this was in 1914, in the “Central Committee Proposals 
Submitted to the Socialist Conference,” which he prepared: 


Every “‘peace program” is a deception of the people and 
a piece of hypocrisy unless its principal object is to explain 
to the masses the need for a revolution. 


Again, he was saying that only the revolutionary overthrow of 
capitalism could bring peace; any other program for achieving it was 
nothing but ‘‘a deception of the people and a piece of hypocrisy.” 

This is a quotation from the thesis of the Sixth (1928) World Con- 
gress of the Communist International: 


The international policy of the U.S. S. R. is a peace policy, 
which conforms to the interests of the ruling class in Soviet 
Russia, viz, the proletariat. * * * The peace policy of the 
proletarian State certainly does not imply that the Soviet 
State has become reconciled with capitalism. * * * It is 
merely * * * a more advantageous form of fighting capital- 
aie. FE 

There is no * * * contradiction, however, between the 
Soviet government’s preparations for revolutionary war 
and a consistent peace policy. Revolutionary war of the 
proletarian dictatorship is but a continuation of revolutionary 
peace policy “by other means.”’ 


The Communist International made it clear in these words that a 
Soviet peace policy was nothing but a temporary tactic, an interlude 
of peaceful coexistence which events dictated as the best means of 
fighting capitalism at the time such a policy was proclaimed. At the 
same time, it pointed out that preparation for revolutionary war 
should go on at the very time that a peace policy was being pursued. 

Both of these steps were means of fighting capitalism and thus were 
steps toward peace. Therefore, there was no contradiction between 
them. Each was consistent with the other—because Communist 
peace policy was “revolutionary peace policy,” its ultimate aim always 
being the overthrow of capitalism. 

A “revolutionary peace policy” is a contradiction in terms to us 
and to anyone except a Communist. But it makes sense when you 
look at it from their viewpoint and according to their definition of 
the word ‘‘peace.”’ 

Disarmament, the banning of nuclear weapons or of the testing of 
such weapons, are, of course, elements of a Soviet peace policy. We 
must therefore, in dealing with these subjects, always keep in mind 
the fact that the Kremlin’s leaders see them as means of destroying, 
or helping to destroy, us. 
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Khrushchev himself has warned us of how little the “peaceful’’ 
Geneva policy of the Soviet Union means. On December 30, 1955, 
Pravda published one of his recent speeches in which he had said: 


If certain people regard as a violation of the ‘Geneva 
spirit” our conviction that victory will be on the side of 
socialism, of the Marxist-Leninist teaching, these people 
obviously do not understand the ‘‘Geneva spirit” correctly. 
They should remember that we have never renounced and will 
never renounce our ideas, the struggle for the victory of 
communism. ‘They will have to wait forever for us to disarm 
ideologically! 


Communists are still at war with the free world and determined 
to take it over in accordance with the Marxist-Leninist prescription. 

Dr. Dauurn. The revision of these principles which allegedly has 
set in in the last 2 years is inconsistent and limited. In the Soviet 
view, world domination will be achieved. 

Necessary are increased Russian armaments to deter the world; 
limited wars such as the Korean war; the taking over of West Berlin; 
marching into West Germany; in addition, a multitude of operations 
even if the great war with America does not take place. 

Dr. Bouscaren. During 1956 the Soviet leaders stressed the 
possibility of a Communist victory without war based on the propo- 
sition that the West might not be willing to resist and the Soviet 
leaders suggested that perhaps i in the case of France and Italy com- 
munism could gain control in those countries through relatively 
peaceful means because of the strength of Communist movements in 
those countries, but at no time did the Soviet leaders declare that 
they had given up their objective of global homogeneity. 

The stress today is that they may be able to win their victory by 
inducing the West to surrender on the installment plan, as seems to 
have taken place at summit conferences from Yalta to Geneva. 

Dr. Arxinson. I think we must also remember—and it seems to 
me that every American especially ought today to examine this 
question—the ‘idea of war as it appears to an American—let us say 
an American’s philosophical approach to war, as compared to a 
Communist’s approach—because generally our historical approach in 
America has been based on making sharp distinctions between war 
and peace. We have the black of war and the white of peace. With 
the Communist philosophical approach, you have rather a sort of 
gray area. 

There is no black and there is no white. What we think with 
reference to war is not what the Communists think. They think of 
war rather in terms of a continuous struggle which may be waged by 
propaganda, by subversion, by diplomatic maneuvering, by political 
warfare, by economic devices, by setting up indigenous Communist 
parties and so on. 

All of this to them is war. I think it is interesting that Lenin, in 
making notes while he was reading Clausewitz, put down a most in- 
formative remark in a reference to Clausewitz’ statement that ‘a 
conqueror would always like to make his way into a city unopposed.”’ 

Referring to this statement by Clausewitz, Lenin put down in his 
own handwriting, ‘Ha, ha; very good.” I think this reveals a great 
deal about the entire Communist philosophical approach to war, and 
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we Americans sometimes, perhaps, tend to forget this Communist 
view of war because we go into everything, including warfare, with 
the attitude of ‘all or nothing at all.” 

We either say we are going to have war or we are going to have 
peace, and hence we may be handicapped in dealing with the Soviets, 
since they employ a mixture of both. 

May I add a further thought that there does not seem to be any 
great difference between Khrushchev’s approach in 1958 to the idea of 
peaceful coexistence, that is, a temporary arrangement with non- 
Communist powers until such time as they can be eliminated, and 
Lenin’s approach. 

Lenin, for example, enunciated a very early idea of ‘‘peaceful co- 
existence” following the failure of his ideas that it would be possible 
for the tide of the Bolshevik revolution to sweep all over the world. 
At that time he realized a certain necessity for peaceful coexistence as 
a temporary arrangement which might last for an indefinite period, 
but would still be temporary, and he said on November 23, 1920 that: 


We do not for a moment believe in lasting trade relations 
with the imperialist powers. What we shall obtain will be 
simply a breathing space. 


Now, in that passage he did not assign any time limit to the breathing 
space. I think we must always remember the different approach of 
Soviet leaders such as Lenin, Stalin, Khrushchev, and others on the 
one hand and Adolph Hitler on the other hand. 

Hitler more or less drew up a timetable of invasion and tended to 
be impatient. The Soviet approach has been much more flexible and 
patient and, hence, much more dangerous than Hitler’s in that 
Lenin’s concept of breathing space did not assign any particular time- 
table for the conquest of the non-Communist world. 

Lenin’s “breathing space’”’ could last for decades—or for a much 
shorter time—the idea of a necessity for temporary cooperation until 
the non-Communist powers could in one way or another be swallowed 
up. 

It is important to note that on the 8th of February 1958, Moscow 
radio broadcast a speech of Khrushchev which he made at a reception 
given by the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union for the leading members of the Soviet intelligentsia; 
that is, those people in the Soviet Union that we might expect to be 
of definite importance, and he said: 


The Communist Party and the Soviet Government are 
persistently and firmly pursuing a Leninist peace-loving 
policy. 


Now, of course, in saying, ‘‘Leninist peace-loving policy,” Khru- 
shchey is saying to the Soviet intelligentsia, we are doing just what 
Lenin always did. We see the necessity,for a breathing space, for a 
detenté, but this will last only as long as our policy requires. 

As a matter of fact, speaking to the East German Communist 
Party in 1955, Khrushchev made the famous alliteration in which he 
said, ‘‘We are for a detenté, but if anybody thinks we wil give up 
communism, we will not. We will do that when shrimps learn to 
whistle.” 
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As a matter of fact, it would appear today rather important for 
Americans to recall Al Smith’s famous advice, ‘‘Let’s look at the rec- 
ord.”” What has the record been? Have the Soviets ever kept their 
signed agreements? Furthermore, that other famous remark of Al 
Smith, who was always witty and wise with respect to pungent obser- 
vations about the state of the world or the state of politics, should be 
recalled. He said, with reference to false nostrums and panaceas, 
that ‘‘it’s still baloney, no matter how thin you slice it.’”” This seems 
to me the type of approach that every thoughtful American must 
adopt when he reads the latest Soviet statement on disarmament, 
cessation of nuclear testing, and related matters. 

Let us look at the record. What has the consistent record of 41 
years been? Likewise, how thin, no matter how nicely presented, 
or how served up, how thin really are the Soviet pretenses as opposed 
to the actuality? 

Mr. Arens. Now, gentlemen, may I invite your attention to the 
principal propositions which the Soviet Union has announced it 
wishes to discuss at a summit conference. Dr. Bouscaren, what 
are those principal propositions? 

Dr. Bouscaren. The principal propositions that the Soviets wish 
to discuss at the summit are, first of all, the cessation of all nuclear 
tests; secondly, the withdrawal of American forces from the European 
Continent; and, thirdly, the establishment of a neutralized Germany. 

Mr. Arens. May I ask you gentlemen then to direct your attention 
specifically now to the proposition of suspension of nuclear tests. 

What is behind this proposal of the Soviet Union? 

Dr. Datu. Of course, the suspension of nuclear tests would, it 
may appear, leave superiority with the United States, which is the 
strongest power with regard to nuclear arms. There is no doubt 
that in the minds of Soviet military leaders, the idea of outdoing 
the United States with regard to atomic weapons is paramount. Their 
principle is: 





Agreement or no agreement, tests or no tests, we must 
come out to occupy the first place in regard to armaments in 
general, atomic armaments in particular. 


Can a disarmament agreement with Russia be checked? Is effective 
control possible? Let me mention one way to circumvent it. Russia 
has arrangements with China in Sinkiang, where it is reported that 
uranium is being mined. There is no way to check whether in these 
deserts they produce or store atomic weapons. They can leave them 
there or move them to Russia. The main idea is to have the produc- 
tion of armaments stopped in the West and continued somewhere in 
the East, under a camouflage, perhaps—in North Vietnam, North 
Korea, China—where we could not find out immediately. 

Mr. Arens. Assuming for the sake of this question that the United 
States and the Soviet Union would each sign a piece of paper saying, 
“Beginning tomorrow we are going to suspend nuclear tests,” what 
would be the net result? 

Dr. Bouscaren. The net result would be that the United States 
would stop testing, but if there were no adequate provision for in- 
spection to insure that all signatories to the agreement had in fact 
stopped their testing, the Soviet Union and its allies would continue 
their war preparations while we meantime had weakened our defenses. 
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Mr. McNamara. One other result which I think is most important: 
if war should ever come, the agreement would have served only to 
increase fallout danger about which everyone is so concerned today. 

Both nations have such a stockpile of “dirty” nuclear weapons 
that if an atomic war should break out in the future, the fallout 
would be tremendous and the damage immeasurably greater than 
any we have reason to worry about from testing. 

Actually, if we continue testing and develop cleaner bombs, the 
danger to humanity in general in the event of a future war will be much 
less than it is today. 

I can’t quite understand why, if they are sincere, certain people 
should be nearly hysterical about slight fallout from testing and yet 
show no concern at all about tremendous fallout from war with the 
kind of weapons we now have. It just doesn’t make sense. 

Mr. Arens. Is the Soviet Union, in your judgment, sincere in its 
proposal that there be a suspension of nuclear tests? 

Dr. Arxinson. First, I should like to say this: There seem to be, 
among other things, certain indications that the Soviets fear that we 
will make a technical breakthrough and be able to provide a defense 
against nuclear weapons. Admiral Lewis L. Strauss, the Chairman 
of the Atomic Energy Commission, more or less hinted at this when he 
testified before the United States Senate subcommittee of the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations in 1956 and said: 


Further tests will result in the perfection of still more 
precise weapons and many of those which we will need will 
be destined to prevent incoming attack. 


Now, certainly, we can all believe that the American people can put 
a good deal of reliance on the opinion of such a distinguished American 
as Admiral Strauss, who has a long record of public service and who 
has had the confidence of Presidents from Wilson to Eisenhower. 

Dr. Edward Teller, a most capable and highly respected scientist, 
stated in his recent book, ‘(Our Nuclear Future,” that ‘‘A major 
objective of the test program is to develop such purely defensive 
weapons.” 

These statements indicate the possibility of a greatly increased 
defensive capacity on the part of the United States and, therefore, 
might indicate that the Soviets hope that by a suspension of testing 
they may be able to prevent further technical breakthroughs on our 
part. 

The importance of continued testing, I believe, may be deduced also 
from a statement by Dr. Arthur Holly Compton, one of America’s 
most distinguished scientists, in which he says: 


As long as the world must live with war or the threat of 
war, the actual material advantage is on the side of those best 
equipped with atomic weapons. 

Then he goes on to say that— 


As to military significance, I would rate po that 
uses atomic fission at least as highly as the airplan 


Quite obviously, therefore, the Soviets would like to get an agreement 
whereby we—because the United States Government has tried to 
live up to its agreements—would stop testing. The Soviets realize 
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that if the United States agreed to stop testing we probably would 
do so; we would not try to violate our agreement, whereas the normal 
Communist pattern with respect to a signed agreement is to embark 
on immediate clandestine violation of it. 

Our record has been that we try to live up to our agreements and 
other nations in the free world have generally done the same. The 
Soviets hope, therefore, to neutralize our future efforts to achieve 
defenses against nuclear weapons and, further than that, let us say, 
to achieve certain technical breakthroughs of their own in the field 
of devices or vehicles which employ atomic energy and which might 
give them certain advantages with respect to us providing we tie our 
hands by agreeing to abandon testing. 

Mr. Arens. Dr, Atkinson, you have been a specialist, as we all 
know, in Communist psychological warfare. Do you perceive that 
the Soviet Union is using its proposal for the suspension of nuclear 
tests for propaganda benefits that would again inure to its empire? 

Dr. Arxrnson. Yes, sir. It seems to me very much so because 
they have been able to build up throughout the world a very great 
fear on the part of many people concerning the dangers or at least one 
might say the alleged dangers of nuclear testing, because the scientists 
are in no wise agreed on the danger of nuclear fallout or other incidents 
of testing. One might mention that Dr. Teller is among those who 
minimize the alleged dangers. 

In other words, to some extent the Soviets have by propaganda 
built up a certain hysteria concerning the dangers or the alleged 
dangers of nuclear testing. 

I would say that this has been part of a definite campaign and that 
they hope by constant stress on the alleged dangers of testing of 
nuclear weapons to use this hysteria or partial hysteria in order to 
force the hand of those Western statesmen who perceive the very real 
and present dangers of the Soviet menace. The Communist leader- 
ship hopes to force the hand of statesmen such as President Eisen- 
hower, Secretary Dulles and Prime Minister Macmillan by creating 
this state of mind among the people of the United States, Great 
Britain, and other free nations. 

Mr. Arens. Do you have any reason to suspect that they do not 
have the humanitarian motives which they profess to have in calling 
for a suspension of nuclear tests? 

Dr. Atkinson. History has demonstrated that the Soviet leaders 
from Lenin to Khrushchev have no real humanitarian impulses. It 
would certainly seem that any government which, as Stalin himself 
boasted, liquidated 10 million kulaks—10 million of the higher peas- 
antry—any government which in less than a month used a battalion 
of the NKVD to eliminate thousands of Polish officers in the Katyn 
massacres, any government which has committed mass genocide 
against the populations of Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia and against 
its own population: Ukrainians, Crimean Tatars, and numerous 
others—any government of that kind, it would seem to me, can hardly 
come before the bar of history with any honest protestation that it is 
concerned about humanitarian considerations in the suspension of 
nuclear testing. Finally, any regime which has so recently been 
guilty of the murder of thousands of Hungarians, whose only crime 
was a desire for freedom, can hardly claim a humanitarian impulse 
unless the conscience of the West is completely dead. 
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The entire record seems to contradict Soviet claims of humanitarian- 
ism and to indicate rather that disarmament and nuclear weapons 
abolition campaigns are being used as a weapon of psychological war- 
fare to disarm the West. 

Dr. Daun. The very next day after such an eement was 
signed, the legal and military leaders of Russia cai obliged to 
start looking for loopholes in the agreement. 

In the course of the last 15 or 18 years the Soviet Union has been 
able to educate a generation, let us say, 200, 300, 400 military scientists, 
excellent engineers, devoted to their jobs—not so much to communism 
and terrorism but to their proper jobs, production of better and bigger 
arms, including the newest inventions and perfections. They love 
their work; if they are told no more tests, they will continue their 
research and look for a legal way to climb higher and higher. And 
they will find a loophole. There is no treaty without loopholes. 
This will continue until we find a way to check, inspect, and control, 
which is rather far away. 

Dr. Atkinson. As a matter of fact, even in the case of an agreement 
involving some kind of inspection there are tremendous possibilities 
for violation and here let us again go back to that phrase of Al Smith, 
“Let’s look at the record.” 

In 1953, we signed an agreement for a truce inspection with the 
Communists in Korea. Now, approximately 5 years later, we know 
that the record has shown year after year, month after month, day 
after day, a consistent series of violations of every item that they 
entered into in that agreement. 

They have consistently violated the Korean truce agreement. It is 
so well known, perhaps, that it should not need attention and yet, 
in the tremendous rush of news, the headlines on nuclear testing and 
so on, sometimes the violations of the Korean truce are overlooked. 

Mr. Arens. They have proclaimed, have they not, that there can 
be no more sincere diplomacy than there can be dry water? 

Dr. Atxtnson. That is right, and the truce in Korea from 1953 
down to the present time is largely meaningless because the Com- 
munists believe that they have an absolute duty to carry on a struggle 
against the non-Communist world and bring about a world dominated 
by Marxism-Leninism. Hence they plan to violate an agreement as 
soon as it is entered into and to search for loopholes whereby this can 
be accomplished. 

Mr. McNamara. That reminds me of a point made by Chiang 
Kai-shek in his recently published book, ‘‘Soviet Russia in China; 
A Summing Up at 70.” 

Suppose we do make an inspection agreement. According to all 
scientific evidence, there is no foolproof system, but suppose we did 
have one—and we made an agreement with the Soviet Union? Chiang 
points out that Soviet Communists would naturally be on the inspec- 
tion teams going from country to country because the Soviet Union 
is one of the major atomic powers. 

They would have a chance to study the military developments of 
the other nations and they would gain by that; and we would think 
that we would have the same chance in the Soviet Union, but when 


our inspection teams entered the Soviet bloc we would run into 
difficulty. 











22 THE SOVIET PROPOSAL FOR A SUMMIT CONFERENCE 


Just for one thing, some of our inspectors would be found persona 
non grata for political reasons. The Soviet Union would raise some 
issue and say, ‘‘We cannot accept this man.” 

This is what they did, Chiang points out, in China during the time 
of the Marshall mission when we had the truce teams in Manchuria. 
They made an agreement which seemed to be foolproof: inspection 
on both sides. ‘The Nationalist Government of China lived up to the 
agreement and permitted the Communist inspectors to enter its area, 
but found out that when its own teams with Americans tried to enter 
Communist areas, they were rejected. 

He lists a series of laos where they refused entry on one pretext or 
another. The Communists got around that inspection agreement by 
various devices. Chiang makes this statement: 


Today the Communists are using the same trick against the 
United Nations truce supervisory committee in Korea. I 
conjecture that the Western nations’ plans of international 
inspection and ‘Open skies,” even if they should be agreed 
upon, will not fare any better. 


I think that is the nub of the whole issue here: that they will find 
some excuse for breaking the agreement whenever it is convenient for 
them, or for taking action, exclusion of certain inspectors and so forth, 
that will preclude the effectiveness of the agreement once it has been 
entered into. 

Dr. Arxinson. To that, it should perhaps be simply added that the 
Communists have 41 years and more of actual experience in con- 
spiratorial warfare so that the evasion of agreements, the violation of 
signed truces or armistices and other agreements of all kinds is in many 
respects child’s play to them because this is a field in which they have 
wide experience. 

We, on the contrary, do not. We do not approach an agreement in 
this way. The Communists’ normal soneieens is, how to evade and 
how to dissimulate, and they are highly experienced; they have a great 
deal of know-how in the field of unconventional warfare. 

Mr. Arens. May we now direct our attention to the second princi- 
pal proposition which the Soviet Union wishes to have discussed at a 
summit conference; namely, the proposition of the creation of a 
neutral zone in Europe and disengagement by the military establish- 
ments from Central Europe. 

Dr. Bouscaren. The Soviet objective here is to get American troops 
out of Europe and to block the development of German military forces; 
to neutralize Germany and, therefore, to eliminate NATO as any 
serious threat to the Soviet Union and to prevent the development of 
United States intermediate-range ballistic missile bases in Western 
Europe. 

The theory behind all of this is sometimes called disengagement. 
The idea being that, theoretically, we can disengage from the Com- 
munist world in Europe and, therefore, decrease world tensions. 

Mr. Arens. Irrespective of what might be worked out at a proposed 
summit conference on this so-called disengagement, Dr. Bouscaren, 
do you perceive a propaganda advantage to the Soviet Union in 
advocating this creation of a neutral zone and disengagement? 

Dr. Bouscaren. Yes. The Soviets, by making these proposals, 
make it appear to some people that peace can be had by further 








THE SOVIET PROPOSAL FOR A SUMMIT CONFERENCE 23 


concessions by the United States; but the fact is that if American 
troops were withdrawn from the European Continent and NATO was 
in fact dismantled, and Soviet troops withdrew, let us say, from 
Poland and perhaps from Czechoslovakia and Hungary, the Soviet 
forces could always come back in much more quickly than we could 
and once Germany was neutralized and NATO dismantled it would 
be almost impossible for the West to counter any Soviet thrust into 
Western Europe. 

Mr. Arens. Does the Soviet Union, in truth and in fact, want to 
lessen tensions and, running parallel with that question, what is the 
cause of the tensions? 

Dr. BouscarENn. Obviously, the Soviets want to create the view 
that peace can be achieved and tensions decreased if the West makes 
concessions. The Soviets will make no concessions, but if the Soviets 
can force Western public opinion to bring pressure to bear on the 
American and British Governments, then the American and British 
Governments will proceed to make concessions as indeed they already 
have in the vain expectation of thereby achieving a lasting agreement 
with the Soviet Union. 

Mr. Arens. What is the cause of the tensions, the struggle between 
the free world and the Soviets? 

Mr. McNamara. The cause of the tension has been the unfriendly 
acts, the crimes committed by the Soviet Union, particularly since the 
end of World WarII. These have jolted the people of non-Communist 
countries into the realization that they have to take steps to protect 
themselves. That is why NATO was formed. That is the reason for 
the military build-up and all of the other steps that we have taken to 
defend ourselves against communism. 

Mr. Arens. Can the tensions be lessened, as is suggested in certain 
quarters, if the United States would proceed to try to understand the 
Soviet Union a little better? 

Mr. McNamara. If we understood the Soviet Union better there 
would be no relaxation of tension. The people would realize even 
more clearly what they are up against. That would not lessen 
tension, but keep it up or increase it. 

The Soviet Union has a great advantage in this propaganda war, 
especially when it talks about peace, lessening tensions, and so on. 
The cold war must be fought by the people of the Western nations, 
not only by the leaders. It is fought on the other side only by the 
leaders and they have a built-in spur, this desire for world conquest, 
which keeps them driving all the time. 

This is not true of our side. The people in the Western world are 
a peace-loving people and they are tired of the cold war. They are 
tired of the tensions and threats and danger, They want to see things 
eased; they want to seeitend. They want to go back to their peaceful 
pursuits and they do not want to have to worry all the time. 

Therefore, every gimmick the Soviet Union throws out in the way of 
stopping atomic tests, disarmament, peaceful coexistence, has a strong 
attraction for them and it is very difficult for the leaders of the 
Western world to keep the people they represent up at a kind of fever 
pitch in opposition to communism and its blandishments for a period 
of years and years. 

It is against human nature to do that. Your emotions must be 
relaxed now and then and I think that is why, at times, we have these 
periods of appeasement and softness toward communism. 
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Dr. Dauurn. In my view, the cart is being put before the horse in 
Moscow. The tension prevailing in the world is the consequence of 
certain trends in Soviet policy such as the conquest of Eastern Europe, 
conquest of East Germany, and the threat to the West. These are 
the causes. Increase of armaments is the consequence. In Moscow’s 
view, however, there is no reason for tension; if the armaments are 
eliminated the problem is solved. In our view, armaments will neces- 
sarily continue so long as the terrible threat from the East continues. 

I had a friend at school who was ill and he had pimples all over 
his face, so he took a razor and the pimples went away. Of course, 
he lost blood and they reappeared again. 

The same is the situation here. Armaments are just the symptoms 
of a basic illness of our modern world; the illness is the Soviet threat to 
the West. We cannot simply razor away the armaments; we cannot 
assume that everything will be all right then. 

The balance of power has, to a degree, shifted in the last 2 or 3 
years in favor of Russia. NATO is not as strong as we had hoped it 
would be. It has not even 30 divisions now in Western Europe. The 
Soviet Government wants NATO to disintegrate; to create a climate 
for a Korean-type war in Germany; to have West Berlin conquered 
by the East Germans, armed of course, by Russia; then to continue 
the march, depending on the recession in the United States, on our 
arming or disarming, and so forth. 

The idea is to push forward without Russia engaging herself with 
her armies and weapons directly. As soon as we remove our troops 
from Europe, NATO, they hope, will disintegrate and then there is no 
obstacle to their march in Europe. 

Dr. Arxrnson. Actually, I believe the balance of power is still on 
the side of the United States. It seems to me that the truth of this is 
borne out by the Soviet attempts to neutralize the power that we 
possess. To some extent, we are like the giant in the storybook that 
was not quite certain of his own strength and we sometimes act 
perhaps too timidly and too fearfully in this way. 

However that may be, certainly, the Soviet maneuvering of the 
past several years seems to be directed toward neutralizing American 
strength until the Soviets themselves—possibly within the next 
decade, possibly sooner—attain the balance of power; that is, until 
the greater weight of power shifts toward them. Very obviously, 
one of the chief things they could do in this direction would be to 
get the United States to withdraw its forces from the European 
Continent, because above all, what this would do would be to bring 
an immediate rush of country after country to Moscow in order to 
make terms with the Kremlin to the best advantage. 

In effect, this would set off an avalanche, probably not only in 
Europe but all over the world, of countries rushing to the Soviet 
Union to make an agreement, to make a treaty so that each country 
would tend to bargain against the other to get better terms from 
Moscow. 

Once they saw that the United States, which I think they realize, 
and I think Mr. Khrushchev in spite of his statements about the 
sputniks realizes, is the country which holds the balance of power, 
became so timid, so fearful as to withdraw from around the world, 
this avalanche would be set in motion. 
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Once we give any sign of withdrawal, one might almost say if we 
indicate, even, that we are weary of this struggle and are ready to 
retire from the side, from the list, it would set off an entire avalanche 
of countries rushing to get terms from Moscow. 

Mr. Arens. Gentlemen, you have given an excellent diagnosis of 
the threat. I should now like to pose this last principal question for 
your suggestions and observations; namely, how can the free world 
counter the Soviet proposals and the Soviet drive for world domina- 
tion? 

Dr. Daun. I have been thinking about this problem, and here 
are five points which I submit: 

First, we have to increase tremendously our military power and 
all petty quibbling about expenses and costs must be stopped. 

Secondly, we should not talk about a reduction of taxes im this coun- 
try at the present time. Maybe, gentlemen, we will be compelled to 
increase taxes in the next few years because of certain successes of 
the Soviet Union in the military field. 

Third, more guidance is needed in the anti-Communist drive from 
the Nation’s leadership. 

Fourth, a stronger Western Europe must be created as quickly as 
possible; we have to reject the withdrawal of Western forces until 
Europe stands on her own feet. 

Fifth, large funds must be appropriated for a worldwide drive to 
explain the United States policy: to go into every detail, to leave no 
accusation unanswered, to be just as aggressive as the other side is 
against us. Daily broadcasts, television; no false statement of the 
other side should go unnoticed. Criticism of the Communist system 
in Russia and in the satellites must be part of the program. 

Dr. Atkinson. First of all, it seems to me, must be the determination 
on the part of the United States to stand fast, above everything else, 
in the battle we are engaged in with the Soviet bloc. This battle is, 
above all, a battle of will and determination. It is the type of thing 
in which the faint-hearted are going to be counted out. 

We must not forget that primarily the Soviets are waging war and 
have been waging war in this whole area of the will. Their attack 
has been against the will of the West, whether it has been trying to 
subvert it, to undermine it, to frighten it, or to seduce it. Whatever 
it is, it has been chiefly an attack against the will, therefore, I would 
say that our primary effort must be directed toward strengthening 
our will to resist, regardless of the difficulties, regardless of the dangers 
which may be involved, regardless of the attempts of the Soviets 
eitber to persuade us or to frighten us. We have this as a duty, not 
only to ourselves and our children, but as a duty to decent folk 
everywhere. 

Then, and, of course, as necessary to our maintenance of a will to 
resist, is a capability of resisting. We must be willing to increase our 
Armed Forces and it would seem valid here to stress especially the 
maintenance of a widespread spectrum of defense capabilities; that 
is, that we have not merely the power to wage an all-out war if it 
should be necessary, and again, here, I think we must not be frightened, 


we must not permit ourselves to be frightened about the bogey of an 
all-out war. 
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We hope that the all-out war will not come and that it may not 
come, in large measure, based on what Mr. Churchill has called the 
peace of mutual terror. Our continued nuclear testing, is, of course, 
related to this idea of a prevention of all-out war. 

Even so, we must have a capability for it should it come because 
one of the aspects of the Soviet political and psychological warfare 
attack is to keep holding out the possibility that there might be such 
an all-out war in an attempt to frighten us, so we must have the 
capability of waging it, should it come. 

However, it would also seem that we ought to have many other 
capabilities. We ought to have a much larger Army than we have 
at the present time, that is, much larger and highly mobile ground 
forces in order to meet the dangers of peripheral warfare. 

We need to have a powerful Navy and a multiocean one at that. 
We ought to have a Jarger Marine Corps than the one we have at the 
present time. Certainly the Air Force could well be strengthened, 
especially its tactical air capabilities. All of these elements of the 
armed forces—land, sea and air—and not any one of them bolster 
our will as well as our capability to resist. ‘They mean an effort in 
our people’s devotion to duty and in the expenditure of money. 
1958 would be a good year to talk about raising taxes—if necessary— 
rather than tax cuts. This may be unpalatable to some, but it is 
better to face issues rather than postpone them. 

We ought, I think, to stress a program of education for the American 
people about the necessity for the building up of our Armed Forces— 
all of our Armed Forces since we face a many-sided threat—and also 
for this will to resist. Why should we do these things? Why should 
we resist? Why should we have the capabilities of resisting? 

Following from that, why is it necessary that we may be called 
upon to spend more money, which might mean more taxes, that we 
may be called upon to give more of our service to the Nation? Why 
the necessity for all of these things? We must ask hard questions 
and be prepared to give hard answers, not pleasing answers or goodies. 

During the Second World War we had a series of efforts, both 
addressed to our forces and to the American people, ‘‘Why we fight.” 
We are in a different kind of warfare now. It is not possible, perhaps, 
to maintain the emotional attitude of our people or of those in the 
Armed Forces in the same way as it was during this period of all-out 
war. But we are, nevertheless, in a kind of war. 

This is rather a different kind of war. It might well be that it 
would be most valuable to embark on a program of educating the 
American people to the dangers which face us, to the necessities for 
service, for additional expenditures, for sacrifice. The record shows 
that from the very beginning of our country, if Americans are told 
why, if they are told the reasons, they will respond readily. They 
always have. 

I think we have no fear at all on the part of the American people 
refusing to play their role. It may mean less amenities. It may 
mean higher taxes. It will mean more service. So far, throughout 
our history, these things have always been done cheerfully if there 
were reasons given and, above all, if there were intelligent reasons 
given to the American people. 

Allied to this question, it seems to me, again, that we must be pre- 
pared to lay on the table to the American people the facts and the 
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prospects. The facts, that is what has happened, what is happening, 
what has been the harsh reality in a world in which we have seen in 
our own lifetime two great totalitarian systems, one the Nazi, for- 
tunately destroyed, and the other, the Communist, which is still in 
existence. 

What have those totalitarian systems done? What have they meant 
to the world, in terms of millions of decent people who have been 
destroyed? What are the prospects? What can we look to in the 
future? We must, I think, counter a certain fear of unknown nuclear 
terror by pointing out that the prospects for the decimation of the 
human race and, even more important, the decimation of the truths 
we live by are just as great and, as far as probabilities go, much greater, 
if we should surrender to some kind of totalitarian system. 

Lord Bertrand Russell, I believe, in a statement he made to the 
ress, stated that rather than face the terrors of nuclear war, he would 
e prepared to live under communism. One might paraphrase Mr. 

Elvis Presley and ask the noble lord, “Would this be living?” 

Mr. McNamara. I would like to say I agree completely with the 
five points made by Dr. Dallin and also with Dr. Atkinson. I think 
it can be summed up here by saying that what we really need most is 
a changed attitude. We must stop being escapists and give up the 
thought that we can live in anything like true peace with the Soviet 
Union. There can be no real peace while Communist power remains 
in the Soviet bloc. 

We must stop looking for the way out and instead look for the way 
to win. I recall now how frightened everyone here was just a few 
months ago, practically hysterical, when the Soviet Union launched 
a sputnik before we had a satellite up—all the talk about how much 
ee = had to spend, how we had to tighten our belts and do every- 
thing else. 

All this was actually vitally necessary. But all of it has been for- 
gotten. Instead we are talking about cutting taxes and things like 
that. This is the road to ruin and not the road to preservation. 

Secondly, I think we must do everything we can in every field to 
exert pressure on the Soviet Union, to feed the discontent in the satel- 
lites, to weaken communism in Russia itself. This pressure can be 
exerted in the economic field, political, diplomatic, in every one, and 
in each field we must take the offensive and put them on the spot, put 
them on the defensive for a change. 

We must give active aid, insofar as it is possible, to all underground 
anti-Communist movements, foment more trouble in the Soviet 
empire, weaken their regimes and give encouragement to those people 
who are resisting. 

Third—and I think this is most important—a point made by Dr. 
Dallin, that we have to spend a lot more on propaganda. This is 
where we are losing much of the cold war. I think that in this respect 
we do not understand, most Americans don’t, the totality of this war. 

We tend to look at it from too narrowly a military viewpoint. 
Actually, a weaker military power can defeat a greater one if its 
psychological and political warfare is good, if it mobilizes people 
completely behind it and turns those people, in turn, against the 
enemy. 

Fourth, relative to Dr. Atkinson’s remarks about education, I 
believe we have to start earlier on this education, begin teaching 
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people at the high school level at least. This is something that is up 
to the local community. But it is vitally important. I think most 
of our weaknesses in the cold war have to do with our ignorance of 
communism. 

It is my experience, and that of everyone here, I believe, that the 
people who have studied communism and know it best are the people 
who are most realistic in facing up to this threat and seeing through 
Communist chicanery, the proposals for peaceful coexistence and dis- 
armament, et cetera. 

Unfortunatel , those who fall for the party line on nearly all issues 
are those who me little or no knowledge of communism and have 
done no studying. As a long-range defense measure, I would strongly 
urge that we begin with the youth of our country, teaching them the 
facts, what we face, as soon as possible. 

Dr. Bouscaren. In addition to what has been said—and the ground 
has been very well covered—lI have just a few thoughts. First of all, 
when the Soviets ask for another conference, I think w e could simply 
suggest to them that they live up to the past daraniants that they 
have violated. 

In other words, we could say to them, ‘All right, we will have a 
conference with you once you have withdrawn your troops from 
Poland and Hungary, once you have held free elections in Central 
Europe, once you have honored the agreements you made at Pan- 
munjom and Geneva; this is a very easy thing to do. 

It involves no risks w hatsoever; simply refrain from making any 
more concessions to the Soviet bloc. Let them make the next con- 
cession. We have made the concessions up to this time. Let’s say 
to them, “If you want to ease tensions, you make concessions for a 
change.” 

Some people call this infle -xibility . I think inflexibility is sometimes 
a pretty good thing. Winston Churchill was inflexible when the Nazis 
were hammering at the door, so I think it is time for us to be inflexible. 

There is much we can do to help the freedom fighters in various 
parts of the world. In Indonesia, particularly in the Celebes, we have 
an opportunity perhaps through a third party to help our friends 
against our enemies. There are possibilities,’too, I think, for sub- 
verting the exposed Communist satellite of Albania. 

We should stop trading with the Soviet bloc. All trade or aid to the 
Soviet bloc simply strengthens its war-makiag potential. 

I also think we should stop these cultural exchange programs which 
are weakening our will to resist. They are ending the quarantine on 
communism which was inspired by the Hungarian uprisings. They 
make it look as though the Communists are people we can get along 
with. Of course, we can get along with the Russian people, but 
cultural exchanges make us forget that the Communist leaders of the 
Soviet Union are determined to destroy us. 

Cultural exchange is a weapon in the Communist arsenal of warfare 
and we should not give them this weapon. 

We should reward our allies. Pakistan brought that up recently, 
when it said, ‘‘Why do you seem to be giving India as much or more 
help than you are giving us?”’ Pakistan is our ally and India is not 
our ally; we are going to lose allies if we help neutralist countries as 
much as we help our allies. 
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We should strengthen our internal security programs. The Su- 
preme Court decisions of recent date have, in effect, dismantled our 
security. The Smith Act prosecutions have ground to a halt as a 
result of the Supreme Court decisions. 

Finally—this is the most important—we must make it clear that 
we are on the side of the people behind the Iron Curtain and Bamboo 
Curtains. We should make it crystal clear that we are going to sup- 
port them, that we are for them. Where appropriate we should recog- 
nize exile committees; when the Hungarian patriots got control of 
Hungary, we should have recognized them. Through such actions 
we would demonstrate that we are on the side of the freedom fighters 
rather than on the side of their tyrannical governments. This would 
strengthen the cause of freedom and encourage the disintegration of 
the Soviet empire. 

Mr. Arens. Thank you very much, gentlemen. On behalf of the 
Committee on Un-American Activities, ] express to you our apprecia- 
tion for the splendid contributions you have made today in this 
consultation. 

(Whereupon, at 12 o’clock noon, Wednesday, April 30, 1958, the 
consultation was concluded.) 
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